[bookmark: _GoBack]Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee Meeting Notes (10/16/14) at 6:00 PM in Harrisburg University Room 1305

Members present included:  
Dave Botero
Bryan Davis
Rusty Diamond
Shaun Donovan
Wayne Martin
Vern McKissick
Jackie Parker
Eddie Ruth
Manuel Valentin

Planning Staff began the presentation with an introduction of new Steering Committee members:

Josh Kesler (Local Business Owner)
Eddie Ruth (Local Business Owner)
Dave Botero (Public Safety/Community Liaison)
Manuel Valentin (Latino/Midtown Harrisburg Representative)

All new members as well as those members not present for September’s meeting were given a chance to introduce themselves.

Planning Staff reviewed the purpose of the Comprehensive Plan saying that it would inform the vision for 20 years down the line (2035) and the Zoning Code.  They also covered the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and additional topics that may be added to the plan.  One topic that was specifically added from the input provided by the September 17th meeting was the topic of “Technology (WiFi, Green Buildings, etc.).”

Discussion of Feedback About RFEI From Last Meeting

There was discussion about what the goal of the RFEI was.  Members talked about creating a shortlist in order to limit the amount of review required for the RFP proposals.  A shortlist would also make it easier for the Planning Bureau to disseminate any RFP information to the shortlisted applicants.

A question was raised about whether there should be a publicly shared list of the companies that responded to the RFEI in order to make stronger teams and ultimately stronger final proposals. Some members felt the teams might already be made up at this point, while others thought they would have a chance to regroup upon seeing the list.  The concern was brought up that firms should be made aware up-front about whether they would have their names published; this may be an issue if they are applying to other local municipalities and those entities find out the firms weren’t shortlisted.


Another question was raised about how firms’ information should be disseminated and whether that should be a list on the city’s website or an internal list.  While Steering Committee members felt that responding firms would already be aware of which other firms were working in the area, other members weren’t sure of this, especially national firms without a local presence.  A list of MBE/WBE firms in the city would help to increase outside firms’ awareness of local firms, and one member stressed that once a shortlist is developed, firms will provide quality proposals.  They will take a look at the city’s desire for local firm engagement, and they will look to include them.

An additional question was mentioned about whether the RFEIs would be scored.  It was noted that there was no criteria listed for the RFEI upon which to judge applicants.  City staff replied that the RFEIs would not be scored.  The responses would be used to gauge interest for the eventual RFP document.  Related to this question, a member asked if the criteria for the RFP would be released within the RFEI so that firms would be aware of what would be judged.  City staff said they did not believe this would be the intent of the RFEI.

Discussion about Mission Statement and Steps to Achieve the Vision

Mr. Knight then introduced the Mission Statement developed from the feedback provided at the September 17th meeting.  [The Mission Statement and bullet points for achieving the vision can be found on the RFEI draft sent out October 16th to Steering Committee members.]  

There were several comments made in order to tighten up the wording included in the mission statement and steps.  Members observed that more mention needed to be made involving schools and youth, faith-based groups, and diversity and inclusion (including marginalized communities like ex-offenders).  Other comments advocated for stronger wording about protecting vegetation and wildlife, changing affordable “homeownership” to “housing,” and increasing emphasis on coordination because of the capital’s situation among various levels of governments and non-profits.  Eventually the discussion came around to the idea that while there could be many specific recommendations made regarding the wording for this section, this area should also allow for some flexibility on the part of the consultants and to keep from falling into the trap of writing the proposal for the applicants.

Discussion about Scoring Criteria

The question was asked about how consultants could be financially “vetted.”  One member mentioned that a type of HUD form template could be used (it’s already been adapted by the HRA).  He said there’s also a sister form that allows the Redevelopment Authority to run credit reports.

Another member advocated including a logic model component in the proposal.  He said it’s a workflow model that is generally one to two pages maximum, and it helps the reader understand how the proposal is framed relatively easily.  

There was also conversation about what the word “local” meant as far as involving local firms and local WBE/MBE companies.  Several ideas were mentioned including the ability to respond within a certain time period, a radius/distance, or just anything existing within the limits of Harrisburg.  Members cited that one challenge in denoting MBE/WBE firms is that the City has not been up-to-date in certifying these businesses.  However, diverse business enterprises (DBEs) could be considered as well or other certification types.  There were some concerns from the group that there may not be enough firms within the City that are capable of doing the work, but the group came to the conclusion that proposal applicants could justify this if that were the case.  Also, all respondents would be in the same situation so this would not skew the scores.  City staff clarified that local would mean within the City of Harrisburg for future documents.

Discussion about the Balance of Points

Several Committee members felt that too few points had been allocated to the knowledge, skills, and abilities portion of the scoring criteria.  Some members suggested taking points from local firms or from the public engagement segment of the criteria, however Staff stressed that these had been important aspects of scoring criteria in last month’s discussion.  A member of City Staff asked why experience in state capitals should get its own 5 points in the score.  She felt that other state capitals were not that similar to Harrisburg, and she didn’t think local firms would have experience working in other states.  The group decided that this sort of experience could be rolled into existing wording by saying, “similar Pennsylvania cities and elsewhere.”

City staff summarized the conversation by saying that they would use this wording, apply the extra 5 points to the Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities portion and use the logic model for public engagement purposes (to emphasize its importance to the plan).  Steering Committee members also added the stipulation that local businesses have a physical office presence within the City (to avoid counting those with just a P.O. box).

Discussion about Advertising for the Comprehensive Plan

Mr. Knight then directed the discussion toward how stakeholders would relate to the consultant team.  After this, he discussed ideas for advertising the Comprehensive Plan.  He said he was hoping for an online survey component in the consultant teams’ responses in addition to field meetings, thinking that this could be an effective way to harness a good deal of public feedback.

Members suggested other publications that could be used for advertising outlets as well.  These publications included the Central Penn Business Journal, the Urban Connection, La Voz, and the Burg.

Discussion about Next Steps Involving Stakeholder Groups

Mr. Knight described some next steps including the Bureau’s commitment to drawing up meeting minutes and talking points to distribute to the entire group to help facilitate the conversation if committee members are asked about their involvement with the Comprehensive Plan.  

One Committee member asked whether the Planning Bureau would draft a survey for stakeholders or if that was the Committee members’ responsibility.  There was some disagreement about what the City’s role should be in information gathering before the Comprehensive Plan consultant firm’s selection.  One member noted that she had never worked with a consultant where this information was gathered beforehand – rather, it was expected that the consultant would do this work.  Others felt that a brief survey might help to keep stakeholders engaged in the process before the consultants began their work.  Another member mentioned that it would always be good to at least have contact information gathered for something simple like a listserv.

Committee members noted that at the very least, there should be some sort of canned introduction to start the process noting that the goal was for Committee members to facilitate interaction between consultant firms and stakeholder groups.  The introduction could be as simple as determining whether the member had the right person’s information and if their contact information was correct.

Conclusion

The meeting closed with a discussion about when the next meeting should be.  The next meeting will be held Wednesday, November 19th (future meetings will adhere to the 3rd Wednesday of every month if possible).  City staff stated that the RFEI will be sent out as soon as possible and that the RFP could be refined while the RFEI was being advertised.

Meeting Summary:

New Committee members were introduced and were provided with an overview of the process.  Group discussion during the presentation covered consultant team organization, mission statement wording, RFP scoring criteria, RFP advertising strategies, and stakeholder coordination.  It was determined that the Planning Bureau should send out the RFEI as soon as possible.  The RFEI will contain a revised mission statement taking into account wording suggested by Committee members.  New members will provide a list of stakeholder groups to Geoffrey Knight at gknight@cityofhbg.com no later than November 1st.  This information will then be re-circulated to all Committee members before the next meeting.  

The Planning Bureau will also revise the RFP document scoring to reflect comments by Committee members and will access existing lists of MBE/WBE businesses within the City of Harrisburg.

The next Steering Committee meeting will be on Wednesday, November 19th at 6:00 PM at Harrisburg University.  The contact list of stakeholders and the draft of the RFP will be reviewed and discussed at the next meeting.
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